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Problem

Executive Summary

Background

Federal archaeological collections are a significant and nonrenewable
national cultural resource; however, curation of these materials has
been largely substandard or ignored for over fifty years. The result has
been a steady deterioration of these resources, which include many
priceless objects of long-vanished cultures. Archaeological artifact
and record collections often have been generated through the years
with little thought as to how to maintain their integrity once they were
removed from the ground. The improper care and subsequent
deterioration of many of these collections not only violate the laws
under which they were recovered but also prevent Native American
educational and scientific use of most of these materials. Vauable
portions of the North American legacy remain unanalyzed, and the
information contained in these collections has not been synthesized
into this continent’ s prehistorical and historical record.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is responsible for the
management of thousands of cultural resources on Corps property and
for the curation of millions of archaeological and historical resources
removed from these lands. As mandated by federa regulation,
agencies are required to ensure that all recovered archaeol ogical
materials and the associated records are adequately curated and are
accessible for use by the Native Americans, public, and researchers.
Unfortunately, funding shortfalls, lack of consistent nationa policy,
and the magnitude of the problem have prevented compliance in many
instances.

USACE collections are public property, the result of many years
of archaeological research and the expenditure of millions of federal
dollars. A federally sponsored mitigation program usually provides
for the recovery of materials from archaeological sites, the analysis of
recovered items, the publication and circulation of afinal report, and,
sometimes the placement of collections in storage facilities for
preservation, display, or future study. In the past, federal agencies
afforded little attention to the maintenance of collections once salvage
programs were completed. Through the years most collections have
been stored free of charge by universities and museums. |nadequate
funding and failing facilities now seriously hinder these institutions
ability to adequately care for collections. The result has been a steady
deterioration of both artifact and record collections to the point that the
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Findings

research and education value of many of these collections has become
severely reduced. Additionally, many of the associated records have
become separated from the artifacts, and some of the collections have
been misplaced due to the lack of managed care and inadequate
storage facilities.

Recognizing the problem, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Director of Civil Works (DCW), and the Assistant Secretary of the
Army (Civil Works), in conjunction with the Deputy Under Secretary
of Defense (Environmental Security), requested USACE's Mandatory
Center of Expertise (MCX-CMAC), St. Louis District to undertake a
curation options project, a nationwide study of institutions that might
be interested in serving as long-term repositories for USACE and
Department of Defense (DoD) archaeological collections. The critical
subject areas used in the study provide a concise and pointed overview
of an institution’s ability to provide long-term curation services to
USACE and DoD. Additionally, because of the inequity of baseline
data that had been collected to date in Fiscal Year 1998, the DCW
directed MCX-CMAC to expedite the gathering of baseline curation
data in order to compile complimentary data to the curation options
project. A scope of work for the USACE Archaeologica Collections
Condition Assessment Project was developed and distributed on 15
January 1998 by the DCW to al Districts. The project began in March
1998.

At the conclusion of the assessments for the Archaeological
Collections Condition Assessment Project, the St. Louis District
contacted over eight hundred facilities to inquire about USACE
archaeological artifact and record collections. In total, one hundred
sixty-six (166) facilities currently hold USACE archaeol ogical
collections, and another 18 are believed to house small, unconfirmed
USACE collections. In order to meet mission requirements to conduct
fieldwork within one year, existing curation needs assessment already
conducted by severa districts were used to provide some assessment
data. Site visits were made to collect data for all other facilities that
housed over 10 cubic feet of material and mail surveys were sent to
those holding less than 10 cubic feet. In al, 119 facilities in 38 states
were visited by St. Louis District personnel, or its representatives, in
Fiscal Year 1998 to obtain detailed information regarding
archaeological collections size, content, and current condition. Data
resulting from existing reports, surveys, and site visits indicate that
there are 166 facilities in 44 states that hold an estimated 46,522 cubic
feet of artifact collections and 3,511 linear feet of record collections
that are believed to fall under the curatorial responsibility of USACE
within the United States (See Table 1 for a Division/District
summary).
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Table 1.
Extent of USACE Archaeological Collections

Extent of Extent of
Division District Artifact (in ft®) Records (in
linear feet)
CELRD 2,096.71 150.47
Buffdo 6.70 0.44
Chicago 41.10 1.29
Detroit 10.90 4.34
Huntington 598.91 72.79
Louisville 790.15 39.48
Nashville 207.00 10.05
Pittsburgh 441.95 22.08
CEMVD 6,033.19 366.32
Memphis 568.48 18.30
New Orleans 736.48 32.64
Rock Idand 929.01 133.07
<. Louis 2,219.66 102.38
St. Paul 139.09 16.21
Vicksburg 1,440.47 63.72
CENAD 1,132.98 68.96
Baltimore 556.79 29.59
New England 33.01 9.89
New York 16.00 4,03
Norfolk 381.95 18.92
Philadelphia 145.23 6.53
CENWD 16,092.79 903.56
Kansas City 3,039.87 214.15
Omaha 4,569.71 183.04
Portland 3,447.98 130.05
Sedttle 2,328.11 258.90
Walla Wadla 2,707.12 117.42
CEPOD 42.39 2.33
Alaska 42.39 2.33
CESAD 9,670.90 1,151.35
Charleston 400.12 30.52
Jacksonville 140.74 36.66
Mobile 7,528.52 958.92
Savannah 1,149.42 95.15
Wilmington 452.10 30.10
CESPD 3,268.78 324.69
Albuquerque 1,528.37 171.37
Los Angeles 267.48 16.98
Not Determined 24.42 1.00
Sacramento 1417.71 132.86
San Francisco 30.80 2.48
CESWD 8,184.65 543.33
Ft. Worth 1,858.45 317.16
Galveston 2,274.74 31.98
Little Rock 960.60 56.31
Tulsa 3,090.86 137.88
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Conclusions

Several corrective actions need to be implemented for bringing
USACE archaeologica artifact and record collections into compliance
with 36 CFR Part 79 and ER 1130-2-540. These involve collection
rehabilitation, maintenance of collections, and improvement of
facilities housing collections. Since many collections are rapidly
deteriorating in their current storage environments, a long-term,

consi stent management plan for the proper curation of archaeological
collections and associated records is necessary. These federal
collections provide raw archaeological data, and if not properly cared
for soon, many will lose their educational and research value. Any
progress will ensure that these collections will be more adequately
preserved than they are now and that they will be useful to future
generations.
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Indiana University, Glenn Black Laboratory, Bloomington

Institute for Minnesota Archaeology, Minneapolis

James Madison University, Harrisonburg, Virginia

Kansas State Historical Society, Topeka

Kansas State University, Manhattan

Kent State University, Kent, Ohio

Louisiana Division of Archaeology, Baton Rouge

Maryland Archaeological Conservation Facility, St. Leonard

Middle Tennessee State University, Murfreesboro

Minnesota Historical Society, St. Paul

Museum of Indian Arts and Culture, Laboratory of Anthropology, Santa Fe

Museum of the Great Plains, Lawton, Oklahoma

Museum of the Red River, Idabel, Oklahoma

National Park Service, Intermountain Curation Unit, Santa Fe, New Mexico

National Park Service, Midwest Archaeological Center, Lincoln, Nebraska

Nebraska State Historical Society, Lincoln

New Mexico State University Museum, Las Cruces

New South Associates, Mebane, North Carolina

New South Associates, Stone Mountain, Georgia

New York State Museum, Albany

Normandeau Associates, New Hampshire

North Carolina Division of Archives and History, North Carolina Office of
State Archaeology, Raleigh

Northeast Louisiana University, The Research Institute, Monroe

Northern Illinois University, Anthropology Museum, DeKalb

Office of State Archaeologist, Michigan Historical Museum, Michigan Historical Center,
Lansing

Ohio Historical Society, Columbus

Oregon State University, Corvallis

Panamerican Consultants, Depew, New Y ork

Panamerican Consultants, Memphis

Panamerican Consultants, Tuscaloosa, Alabama

Powers Elevation, Aurora, Colorado

Prentice Thomas and Associates, Fort Walton Beach, Florida

Prewitt and Associates, Austin, Texas

Public Archaeology Laboratory, Pawtucket, Rhode Island

San Bernardino County Museum, Redlands, California

San Diego State University, California

Science Museum of Minnesota, St. Paul
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Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Park, Three Rivers, California

Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park, California

South Dakota Archaeological Research Center, Rapid City

Southern Methodist University, Dallas

Southwest Missouri State University, Springfield

Southwest Museum, Los Angeles

State Historical Society of lowa, Des Moines

State Historical Society of North Dakota, Bismark

State Museum of Pennsylvania, Harrisburg

State University College at Buffalo, New Y ork

State University of New York at Binghamton, Public Archaeology Facility, New Y ork
State University of West Georgia, Carrollton

Tennessee Division of Archaeology, Pinson Mounds State Archaeological Area, Pinson
Texas A & M University, Center for Ecological Archaeology, College Station
Texas Parks and Wildlife, Austin

Thomas Burke Memorial Museum, Washington State M useum, Seattle

TRC Garrow and Associates, Atlanta, Georgia

Trinidad State Junior College, Lounden-Henritze Archaeology Museum, Trinidad, Colorado
Tulane University, New Orleans

U.S. Army Construction Engineering Research Laboratory, Urbana, Illinois
University of Alabama, Birmingham

University of Alaska Museum, Fairbanks

University of Arizona, Arizona State Museum, Tucson

University of California, Davis

University of California, Santa Barbara

University of Colorado, Boulder

University of Delaware, Anthropology Department, Newark

University of Denver Museum of Anthropology, Colorado

University of Georgia, Athens

University of Idaho, Bowers Laboratory of Anthropology, Moscow
University of lowa, Office of State Archaeology, lowa City

University of Kansas, Museum of Anthropology, Lawrence

University of Kentucky, William S. Webb Museum of Anthropology, Lexington
University of Louisville, Laboratory of Archaeology, Louisville

University of Maine, Orono

University of Minnesota, Duluth

University of Minnesota, Wilford Laboratory, Department of Anthropology
University of Mississippi, Center for Archaeological Research, Oxford
University of Missouri, Columbia

University of Nebraska State Museum, Lincoln

University of New Mexico, Maxwell Museum of Anthropology, Albuquerque
University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill

University of North Dakota, Grand Forks

University of North Texas, Institute of Applied Sciences, Denton

University of Oklahoma, Oklahoma Museum of Natural History, Norman
University of Oregon, Oregon Museum of Natural History, Eugene

University of Pittsburgh, Center for Cultural Resource Research, Pittsburgh
University of South Alabama, Mobile
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University of South Carolina, South Carolina Institute of Anthropology and Archaeology, Columbia
University of South Dakota, Vermillion

University of Texas, El Paso

University of Texas, San Antonio

University of Texas, Texas Archaeological Research Institute, Austin

University of Tulsa, Oklahoma

University of Vermont, Consulting Archaeology Program, Colchester

University of Wisconsin, Laboratory of Archaeology, Madison

Virginia Department of Historical Resources, Richmond

Wake Forest University, Winston-Salem, North Carolina

Washington State University, Pullman

West Texas State University, Panhandle Plains Historical Museum, Canyon
West Virginia Division of Culture and History, Archeology Division, Charleston
Western Kentucky University, Bowling Green

Wichita State University, Wichita, Kansas

Wisconsin Division of Historic Preservation, State Historical Museum, Madison
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Introduction

(hereafter referred to as archaeological collections) stored in 166 institutions in amost every

state of the nation. This responsibility is mandated through numerous legislative enactments,
including the Antiquities Act of 1906 (P.L. 59-209), the Historic Sites Act of 1935 (P.L. 74-292), the
Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960 (P.L. 86-523), the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (P.L.
89-665), and the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (P.L. 96-95). Executive Order
11539 (U.S. Code 1971) and amendments to the National Historic Preservation Act in 1980 provide
additional protection for these resources. The implementing regulation for securing the preservation
of archaeological collectionsis 36 CFR Part 79, Curation of Federally-Owned and Administered
Archeological Collections. Additionally, USACE possesses strict standards for curation of
archaeological materials. Engineering Regulation (ER) 1130-2-540 and its accompanying pamphlet,
which superseded ER 1130-2-433 (30 April 1991), was implemented in November 1996 and serves
as a standard for long-term archaeological curation.

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (P.L. 101-601, NAGPRA) was
enacted in 1990 to identify federal holdings of Native American human remains, funerary objects,
sacred objects, and objects of cultura patrimony. In addition, NAGPRA mandates that federal
agencies reach agreements with Native American Tribes, and Alaskan Native and Hawaiian groups,
on the repatriation or disposition of these remains and objects.

As USACE recognized the need for compliance with NAGPRA and for long-term curation
planning, questions regarding how best to use the limited resources available and how best to
improve management of scattered collections became important. To this end, USACE, together with
DoD, requested that the St. Louis District undertake a curation options project, a nationwide study of
institutions be interested in serving as long-term repositories for USACE and DoD archaeol ogical
collections. After identifying museums or universities that may serve as potential curation partners
with USACE and DaoD, ingtitutions are visited, evaluated, and ranked. The resulting information
will provide USACE with data on which to develop along-term archaeological collections
management strategy. The curation options project has completed work in the western half of the
United States, (and in Maryland and Virginia), and is currently working in the remaining states of
the eastern United States.

As the curation options project progressed, it was determined that basic, curation data would be
needed for USACE in order to utilize the project findings. As aresult, funding was provided for a
study to gather complementary baseline curation data on a national basis for USA CE archaeological
collections. In Fiscal Year 1998, the DCW directed MCX-CMAC to conduct a general inventory
and assessment of all Corps civil works archaeological collections. The results of this assessment,
when combined with the curation options results, will provide USACE with the necessary
information needed to make informed decisions on the best strategy for meeting the Corps’ curation
responsibilities.

l | SACE isresponsible for archaeological artifact collections and accompanying documentation
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universities, and contractor offices, usually, but not always, in their state of origin. Although

some Corps districts have consolidated and upgraded their collections, most districts still
have materials housed in various institutions and in need of extensive rehabilitation. As aresult, the
USACE condition assessment project was faced with not only locating collections at hundreds of
facilities around the country but also evaluating the condition and size of the collections within a
year's time frame.

In order for a collection and/or its associated records to be considered USACE responsibility
for this project, the materials must have been generated from (1) a USACE fee-title property or (2) a
USACE sponsored project (e.g., collections generated from surveys directed and sponsored by
USACE for the anticipated inundation/construction of areservoir). Fee-title properties were defined
as those for which USACE has outright legal ownership. Collections resulting from any USACE-
permit action alone, therefore, were not included in the assessment. Also, collections from any
military property (e.g., Fort Stewart), although possibly contracted by or through the Corps, were not
included.

Although these guidelines regarding which collections to include in the national survey were
developed, collections exist that do not fall completely into one category or another. These include
collections from which the origina project was deauthorized, collections subsumed by the district
from small projects on private lands (these may be permits), collections generated by USACE
sponsored projects that, at the time, were collected on private land that eventually was purchased and
inundated by the Corps, and those collections generated through the River Basin Surveys (RBS)
Program, Work Projects Administration (WPA) projects, and other similar programs. The latter
were generated not under Corps sponsorship but under other agencies, primarily the Department of
Interior (acting under agreements with various entities), although USACE currently owns the lands.
Collections generated under programs like the RBS rarely have written agreement that specify
ownership of the collection, and, as such, various agencies and universities have made claims to
collections, many for which they retain a personal interest. For this project, since no detailed real
estate or record searches were undertaken, collections falling in these gray areas were assessed based
on the current assumption of the districts or repository holding the collections. In situations where a
district has assumed legal responsibility for a collection not derived from fee-title land, these
materials were also assessed.

Human skeletal remains and other NAGPRA materials were included in the project. Although
many of these items may be repatriated, some will be held by USACE for many years until
competing claims are resolved and culturally unaffiliated remains are addressed. No doubt the
repatriation of Native American human remains and items that fall under NAGPRA will alter the
size of USACE collectionsin time. Since that time is still undetermined, this project included
remains and items under NAGPRA in district summaries and costs for rehabilitation.

Standard MCX-CMAC methods for locating collections call for extensive background research
at state historic preservation offices and repositories where site records, maps, and project reports are
filed for information pertaining to collections size and content, contractor information, and

l ' SACE houses archaeological collections in awide variety of facilities, including museums,
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repository information. Using this method, it would take numerous years to conduct this research on
the massive scale required by USACE. This, combined with the short time frame in which to
conduct the fieldwork for the project, necessitated a modification to our usual methods.

Compilation of Potential Repositories

A preliminary list of facilities that may house archaeological collections was made using a number
of available resources. First, USACE districts were contacted and asked to provide a list of their
known repositories and the scope of their collections. A list of museums obtained from The Official
Museum Directory was added. Finally, records from St. Louis District projects were searched to
locate names of contractors, universities, and individuals that were known to hold archaeological
collections. Upon completion, the preliminary list totaled roughly eight hundred institutions.

Initial Contact with Potential Repositories

Telephone calls were made to the institutions on the preliminary list and the information obtained
from the calls was recorded on standardized forms. This information included whether they held
USACE artifact or record collections, which districts the collections were from, how large were the
collections, and whether or not the collections contained skeletal remains. Telephone calls began in
February 1998 and continued into June 1998. Based on the results of the telephone calls, a priority
list of facilities needing a site visit was made. All repositories holding less than ten cubic feet of
artifacts or one linear foot of records were mailed a survey to complete in order to efficiently gather
the necessary information. Additionally, USACE district offices were sent a survey to complete for
any collections currently held at the district offices. Response to this request was variable, with 58%
of the districts responding.

Fieldwork

Once collections were identified, St. Louis District personnel, with assistance from its regiond
contractors, conducted site visits to the repositories. Because of the limited amount of time for
fieldwork, a nonrandom sample of some voluminous collections was necessary. However, at al
ingtitutions, information regarding collection size and content, in addition to a general assessment of
collection condition, was recorded on standardized forms following consistent guidelines.
Additionally, severa districts aready had completed curation needs assessments or had detailed
information regarding rehabilitation costs. In these instances, data were gleaned from existing
assessment reports or by interviewing the districts and/or the facilities housing the collections. In
all, approximately seventy-one percent of the data was generated directly from site visits by

St. Louis District personnel or its representative contractors.

Material classes were ranked from most represented to least represented within a collection.
Record formats (i.e., paper, electronic, photographic, audio/visual, and oversize materials) were
measured for each format. Each material class and record format was rated using a rehabilitation
level based on compliance with 36 CFR Part 79 and ER 1130-2-540 and its accompanying pamphlet.
Rehabilitation level for artifacts was based on the completion of the following six basic tasks.

Cleaning of artifacts.

Sorting into material classes.

Directly labeling artifacts (when applicable).

Bagging of materials in appropriate archival container and labeling of each container.
Inserting acid-free labels in each secondary container.

Boxing and labeling the materials in archival primary containers.

oukkowbdE
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Rehabilitation level for records was based on the completion of the following six basic tasks.

Physical arrangement of the materialsin alogical order.
Packaging of materialsin archival files.

Appropriate (i.e., consistent) labeling of all file folders.
Packaging of filesin archival boxes or primary containers.
Creation of afinding aid for the collections.

Production of a duplicate, security copy of all records.

oukkowbdE

All rehabilitation levels were recorded to reflect the tasks that remained to be completed for
each collection. Thus, the lower the level of rehabilitation, the better condition of the collection.
Site numbers were aso collected when available and when feasible. Costs for rehabilitation of the
artifacts and records was estimated. Refer to Appendix 14 for further information. No information
was collected regarding repository adequacy since this type of information is being collected as part
of the curation options project.

USACE district cultural resource points of contacts were notified before site visits were
conducted and were welcome to attend. Whenever possible, site visits were scheduled in
conjunction with other St. Louis District project site visitsin order to reduce costs and multiple
repository visits. Most of the fieldwork was completed by September 1998.

Data Entry

After al site visits to repositories housing USACE collections were completed, the information was
standardized and entered into a database designed in Microsoft Access® software.

Data Compilation

At the conclusion of the data entry, preliminary data on size and location of collections were
compiled. These data were mailed electronically to each district cultural resource contact for review
for inconsistencies between the project findings and district information. Additionally, project
names were identified for collections for which the information was not readily available in the field.
This was accomplished, for the most part, by using site numbers or collections names. However,
severa collections could not be identified to the project level. A <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>